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ABSTRACT 

In 1976-7:7 a t,otal of 5,917 students participated in 
Title I progj:ams in the State of Alaska. Prcgf ao emp basis continued 
to be on supplementary instruction in' the basic skills from the 
preschool through the elementary and secondary levels. The most 
obvious trend in the Title I programs and their greatest strength 
over the past several years is v that mere monies are being budgeted 
for instructional personnel compared to other project expenses, thus 
bringing more individual direct services to .target children. .Most 
districts are requiring less assistance in planning and iEplementing 
successful^programs because they have a/^fc^ter understanding of Title 
I purposesand because of additional experience in writing litie i 
projects. Program , objectives are being/ moire clearly^ written and\ 
records are more carefully kept so thax meaningful j^evaluaticns are 
being made. Fillage programs depend c^n Ittje assistance of native 



aid^s. Their training remains one of 



greatest needs cf Title I 



pr^iir ams in^ AjLaska— Act-ivities of the sfate education agency have 
include d~"monit or in g, workshops, and the ccnstruction of a handbook 
for district administrators. Tables and graphs in this document 
present enrollment figures, number cf staff persons funded /by Title 
I, and total Title I program outlays. Also included are a description 
and evaluation of three typical district projects: an -urlan district 
(Anchorage), a rural district (Kuspuk) , and a small town (Cordova). 
(Author/AM) 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

In 1976-77, all schools in Alaska, including those of private, denominational and 
Bureau X)f Jndian Affairs, served a total of 93,024 students. Grades K-12. Public 
schools, administered as 5j independent districts, served 87,129 students. These 
districts^ varied in size from Anchorage with 35,490 students to Pelican with 36 
students. -V 



Of the 51 districts, 48 districts op^erated 57 Title I (ESEA) programs with one district 
operating four.' Program emphasis continued to be supplementary instruction in* th& 
basic skills from the pre-school through the elementary and secondary levels. ' 

A total of 5,917 students participated in the Title I programs. In a duplicated count 
4,258 participated in reading; 1,889 in language arts other than jading; 1,750 in 
• mathematics; and 830 in pre-school and kindergarten readiness programs. Instruction in 
-most cases was delivered individually or in small groups by certificated teachers, 
^ paraprofessibnals or instructional aides. 

The total cost of programs throughout 'the districts in both Parts A and B was 
$4,180,646. Salaries for instructional personnel, $3,744,690, represented 90% of 
program expenses, while costs for instructional materials and equipment, $298,224, 
represented 7%. Costs per child in typical reading or math programs varied from^32-P 
in Petersburg of Southeast Alaska to $2,269 in Galena,, a small district on the Yukon 
where the isolation factor is great. ^ 

Thirty-three private and denominational schools are operating within Alaska. Of these 
only three chose to participate despite additional LEA efforts to obtain participation. 

The most bbservable trend in Title I programs arid possibly the greatest strength of 
those programs over the past several years is that more monies are being budgeted for 
instructional personnel compared to other project expenses, thus bringing more 
individual direct services to target children. This year instructional personnel accounted 
for 90% of all project expense, a gain of 7% over the previous year. 

Improvement in project management was especially apparent in the newly formed rural 
districts where management tasks were more cleariy defined and more easily monitored 
at the local district level than was true under the larger structure of the former Alaska ^ 
Unorganized Borough School District. Sophistication of management practices 
continued -k/r the larger districts of Anchorage, Fairbanks and Juneau, as well as for 
the smaller districts, such as Petersburg, Haines and Hoonah. 

With a better understanding of Title I purposes and some years' practice in writing 
Title I projects, rno^t districts are requiring less assistance in planning and 
implementing successful .programs. In general, objectives are more clearly written and 
records more carefully kept so that meaningful evaluations can be made. In the large 
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rural districts, Parent Advisory Councils have become more involved with the various 
phases of the supplementary programs. Still, there is a need for more active parent 
participation. 

Experience has shown that in the rural villages a program gains through the rapport a 
native aide is able to provide with native students. Most village programs depend upon 
native aides. However, aide training continues to be on^ of our greatest needs. In a 
number of^sites the only aides available in the villages suffer from a lack of basic 
education themselves. Because of the high cost of living and the scarcity of \'illage 
housing, it is not practical' to bring in support staff from outside the village. On the 
other hand, many sites are able to retain conipetent aides who become more 
competent by practice and training year after year. On-site training by a specialized 
professional and continued by the local teacher has been^ found to be the most 
successful method of inservice. 

In addition to the aide's role in working with students and teachers, most districts have 
recognized' the importance of training teachers to work with aides. A number of 
districts funded in whole or in part inservice training for Title I personnel. 



II. ACTIVmE$ OF STATE EDUCATION AGENCY 



Monitoring 




As a part of the State Education Agency monitoring procedures, the SEA reyiewed 
on-site Title I programs in 48 districts. Most of the Title I on-site monitoring activities 
were carried out in cooperation with the monitoring of other' federal programs due to 
the limited number of SEA staff and the cost of long distance travel in Alaska. 

Conditions under which on-site monitoring was carried out were often hazardous and 
time consuming. Staff traveled to village sites in small planes, the only transportation 
practical for long distances. From the village lan'ding strips to the schools sites, it was 
often necessary to walk more than a mile on snow or frozen rivers carrying sleeping 
bags and other survival gear. Extreme weather conditions, few daylight hours, and long 
waits in airports or at airstrips with no protection from the weather, are familiar 
circumstances to the monitoring process. 



For field reviews, the revised compliance review form, which insures that required 
specific information will be obtained, proved effective and popular with district school 
administrators and SEA review personnel. The form was completed and signed on-site 
by both the review officer and a district representative, a carbon copy being left with 
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the district. All on-site reviews were followed by letters to the district from the SEA 
Title I administrator whenever findings of the reviews required additional district 
action or emphasis. 

In addition, monitoring was accomplished through the use of quarterly status and 
financial reports required of each district. TJie Final Evaluation Report, also required* 
of each district program, was an important part, of the monitoring process. Final 
payments were contingent upon approval of these, reports. 

' ~ i ' . ' 

Handbook for District 

'• - ■ ' 

Additions and deletions were made as required to the existing "Handbook for District 
Administrators for Federally Funded Programs." Then they were distributed to 
appropriate staff in the districts. These included material dealing with rules and 
regulations for conducting Title I programs. 

State Education Agency Workshops 

SEA Title I program staff took part in the 1976 eariy fall workshop of the Division of 
Educational Program Support, held in Anchorage. In reference to Title I, its purpose 
was largely fo' alert districts to opportunities, to educate new grant writers, and to 
refine information with participants regarding various programs available. After 
* overviews of topics dealing 'with Title I, consultation periods followed. In addition to 
scheduled sessions, district representatives took the opportunity to make individual 
appointments. 

A second state-widp workshop was held in Anchorage in eariy February 1977. It was 
conducted to assist district pe:'sonnel in writing project applications, to orient districts 
to the new Title I evaluation system, and to give more in-depth instruction and 
information to those districts who volunteered to pilot the new system the following 
year. Before attending the workshop, district personnel were requested to complete a 
needs assessment so they would be prepared to develop applications for projects. 

Evaluation for the workshop, a third year for this type, confirmed that the materials 
presented and other services offered by the SEA Title I staff were pertinent to the needs 
of the districts. 
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III. ORGANIZATION OF NEW DISTRICTS 

In 1975-1976 a significant reorganization affecting Title I programs took place within 
Alaska, Out of the vast area of the state's largest school district, the Alaska 
Unorganized Borough School District, 21 new independent school districts were 
formed by legislative action. The one district had encompassed most of the state's rural 
schools within the greater part of the state's area, but with only ten per cent of its 
students. Regional urrits had been administered from a central office in Anchorage. 

By the 1976-1977 school year, each of these newly formed districts had its own 
elected school board-, and each village within the district liad its own elected advisory 
school board. For many of the native peoples it was a first opportunity to control 
directly the personnel and instructional activities of their village schools. 

Besides self determination of prograpi, the. greatest advantage related to Title I in the 
new districts was that they no longer had to work through several layers of 
government for project approval and development. The administrative change was also 
timesaving in the matter of ordering and receiving materials. In the north, large 
purchases are transported by barge to the villages along rivers before they are frozen. 
Even transportation by plane requires long-range planning. 



IV. NEW DISTRICT SCHOOLS 

As the Bureau of Indian Affairs continues to phase out .school operations in Alaska, 
more elementary schools are coming under the jurisdiction of local districts. Since the 
determination of the Molly Hootch Case in September 1976, which in effect provided 
that any of 126 villages could have their own high schools and be funded by the State 
of Alaska, many small high schools have been created. Most of these schools, both 
secondary and elementary, are located in the far north, where there is high incidence 
of poverty and great numbers of the edOcationally disadvantaged. Here Title I has 
made a significant contribution to the educational programs. 



GRAPHICS 

A. Number of ChUdren Who Participated in ESEA Title I Programs 

B. ESEA Title I Participants by Program (Duplicated Count) 

C. Number (PTE) of Staff Members Funded by ESEA Title I 

D. Total ESEA Title I Program Outlays 
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B. JSEA-TITtE I PARTICIPANTS 
BY PROGRAM (DUPLICATED COUNT) 
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D. JfOTAL ESEATITLE I 
-PROGRAM OUTLAYS 



90% 



07% 



01% 



02% 



A2% 



TOTAL 




SALARIES $ 3,744;69fl 

r 

SUPPLIES & EQUIPMENT 298.22s 

INSERVICE . . . 60,011 

TRAVEL ... .J 70,676 

OTHER . 7,045 

$ 4,180,646 
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TYPICAL DISTRICT PROJECTS AND EVALUATIONS 

A. Urban — Anchorage 

B. Rural — Kuspuk 

C Small town — Cordova 
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' A. Urban — Anchorage 
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A. Urban - Anchorage 

The Anchorage Borough School District receives the highest Title I allocation of any 
school district in the state. It also has the greatest school population. Approximately 
700 children from nine elementary target schools were initially selected for the Title I 
program. Later 300 more participated. / ' 

Using a preventive appro ach^-the^i tie I efforts were targeted toward kindergarten 
through third grade , children in top priority educational needs, identified as facility in 
oral language and reading. Now in their fourth year of operation, the Anchorage 
program has provided services in three areas: oral language development, reading, and 
home-school coordination. ^ • 

^ * The Southwest Cooperative Educational Laboratory Oral Language Program provided a 

basis for structured language practice, while another model of the oral language 
program focused on the development of core concepts in the areas of Food Marketing, 

/ , Communication and Transportation. Some twenty separate lesson packets especially 

coordinated ^yith field trips have been developed and used by Oral Language Specialists 
and Title I teachers. v^. 

The Reading instructional model* consisted of eleven clusters of reading objectives as 
skills, arranged according to levels of difficulty.-^Record forms summarized student 
attainment on each of the various skills. 

The*^ Home-School Coordinators, who served all Title I children at all grade levels, 
pjpvid^da liaison for the home, the school and the community. 

Beginning irl^ August 1976, 75 teachers and 35 instructional aides took part in one or 
more of five major training activities: 

1. training in general project procedures, intentions and outcomes for all 
associated personnel 

2. training in formalized oral language materials for all teachers in kindergarten 
and grade one plus aides in those classrooms^ 

*3. training for program specialists - Home-School Coordinators, Reading 
Specialists, Oral Language Specialists plus associated aides 

4. training for Quality Assurance Specialists (SWCEL) 

5. awareness training for upper primary teachers. ^ 
The project director provided supplementary training as needed throughout the year. 
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With the most sophisticated organization among the districts, Anchorage was the first 
to utilize ithe Normal Curve Equivalent Units developed by the RMC Research Corpo- 
ration in evaluation of a project. The Anchorage program utilized Model A-J *to 
analyze pre and post test scores of Title I participants in the "Oral Language and 
Reading Development Program/' 

During the past year evaluation services for the Anchorage Title I program were 
provided on a periodic basis by staff members of the Audit and Evaluation Program, 
Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory, Portland, Oregon. The final evaluation 
report as preparec^ by NWREL contains some 1^ typewritten pages. Only the district 
evaluation report is. included with this state evaluation report. 
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TITLE I, ESEA, EVALUATIOM REPORT, FY- 7 7 



School District Anchorage School District . Date July 26, 197 7 

Person Completing Report Linda L. Black \ 

K PROJECT STATISHCS 

a* Project Number 77011-2 \ Project Title npvf>1npmpnt nf R; )^^ <:vnU 
with Emphasis on Oral Language and Reading 



bv Type of project: Regular term 



X 



Sununcr terra. 



Both 



35 



c. Avernec number of hours of- paVticipation per week 
Project duration (number of we^ks) 36 

Total amount of Title I funds expended District costs l l .054.974 ^'(pending final 

report) 

e. Number of pupils participating in' this^projcct (unduplicatcd) 1000 ^ 

f. Cost per pupil (Itera'd divid'ed by item.c) $1 .054.97 
II. DISSEMINATION Or P^.OJHCf INTOniLVTIOM A^^D DATA 

Information was disscnina ted : YES X NO 

Enclose copies of any news articles, newsletters, publications or picturcr ijsed 
in the dissemination of this project, (see quarterly reports) 

III. ^{AJOR PROSLDl AREAS 

List suggestions or recommendations that you feel would have enabled you to bet- 
ter Implement your Title I project. 



PROfiLKK 



Some children were selected to receive 
reading assistance whose deficiencies 
were noL-reflected in standardized test 



scores 



RI'XOI-iMCNDATION- 



A closer correlation is needed between the 
selection measures/criteria and standardized 
test; therefore, the selection criteria 
needs to be revised. 
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IV. TitLE 1 STAFF 
A. 



llou mnnV Dositions were funded by Title I for this project? 


STAFF POSITION 


Number 


Hours Per Week 


Weeks Employed 


Elcmentarv Teochcrs 


?n 


\ • 35 


39 


•Secondary To.acliers 




\ ■ 




J Administratration/ 
Supervision • 


1 . 


] 40 


52 


Pupil Services 




r 




Kdocntionol Aides 


35 


■ ' 35 


" "'39 


Other Pt^oCcssionnl 


ft 






Other Non-Troicssional 









B. PROJECT STAFF DRVELOPM'^NT 

1. Approximate amount "of Title I funds used for inscrvicc $ 18.431 
training. 



2. Approximate amount of local funds used .for Inscrvice 
' training for Title! programs. 

3. Approximate number of hours spent on inservicc training 
for Title I programs. ^ " ^ " 

A. Give the nuir.ber of staff xcccivirig training during summer 
' and/or school year for TitlXi I programs. 

Tcache,rs 
Aides 



$ 10.500 .> 
327 hours 

75 



Other (specify) _17 



Home/School Coordinators, f-rincipals 



5. If consultants \;ere used for inservicie trainings indicntel the numbers 
following the appropriate item. 



Member university or college staff 

State Department of Education personnel 
Specialists from school staff 52 
Principals 5 
Administrators 1 
Supervisor.*; 



Other (Specify) 



SWCEL consultant - 1 
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6. Briefly describe the value oE the inservice program to your staff: 



Expected Outcome 



Observed Outcomes 



The, Title I Program would be imple- 
mented according to program protocols 

Aides would be used in Title I 
appropriate activities. 

Staff and PACs would be aware of 
Title I rules, regulations, guide- 
lines and proposals. 

Aides would devel'op: ' 

a. more effective techniques to 
use in dealing with children. 

b. knowledge of a language and 



The Program followed prescribed protocols. 

Aides were used appropriately. 

Staff and PACs demonstrated awareness. 



The majority of aides^have developed these, 
skills and utilized them in their Title I 
assignments. 



reading scope and sequence and ~ 
utilize related instructional activities. 
PARTICIPATirCC STUDn.NTS 

A. Number of par Licipatin- sLudcntG by grade level (undupli.cated count) 
Prc-K 0 



k 239 
^ 1-3 761 



/»-6 
7-9 " 
I0-I2" 



Non-public schools 



Grade Level 



B. Number cff par ticipntinc studcntf; by program and grade level and' (duplicated count) 





Public Sciiool 


Nor.pubJ Ic 




SERVTCf: Ann ACTiviTtn<; 


Prc-lC 


K 


1-3 




7-9 


10-12 


Schools 


Totals 


1) English Lanp.unpo Arts 
(oxccpt rcndinc) 




330 


473 










803- 








534". 










534 




















^t)_OiU(,y Cspecify") 


^ 


"^30 


761 










1091 


ToLnl 




6601 1768 
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B. Indica*:e procedures or incthods^ used to select the Title I participants. 



Standardized Testing (specify) >5 years or more below on ITBS: cor 

' lower on MRT 



Guidance/Counselor 
Grades 

Teacher made tests 
^ Teacher referral 

Other (specify) 
VI. PROCm OPEPj\TIOM 



a. informal reading invpnt- nry - HpIow 
instructional level. 

b. below cutting score on SWCEL test 



A. Check the techniques listed below that were used to implement your Title 
I activity. , ^ 

rr 

^ Individualized Instruction y Large Group Instruction (8-15) 

X Tutorial Assistance X. Field Trips 

X Small Group Instruction C2-7) X- Individualized Counseling 

Other (specify) 

■Other (specify) , 



Group Counscl'ing Sessions 

^X " Individual Learning Packets 



B. List equipment purchased this year for this Title I project, 



Item 



Date Received 



Frequency of Use 



Administration 
IBM Correcting 

Selectric Typewriter Dec. 1976 

Gov't. Hill' 

Eld'ctric Company ^ 

Sentence Comprehension Oct. 1976 



daily 



v/eekly 
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VII. EVALUATION OF OBJECTIVES 

X. Briefly state the main student ol)j('Ctivea of your project. 
Objective No. 1 80% of K-1 SWCEL participants will gain 30 SWCEL points 



Ob^ctivc No. 2 80% of K-3 POL participants will demonstrate a gain of two systenr~ 
FORE levels —~ 

Objective No. 3 75% of Qrade 1-3 Reading participants willjneet or exceed expectancy 
level on' ITBS : . :r- 



Objective No. 4 



& Report thc nuinbcr of chiLdren-vho- either (1) failed* to- achieve-. the- objective 
or <2) equaled or surpassed the objective. 





NVMSr.R or TAR- 
GET ^Tl'O.'^^iTS 


DID KOT ACHIEVC 
OBirCTlVE 


EQUAI.KD OR .^lUR' 
t»A<iSr"» OBJECTlVr 


JIKIHOD OF DCTHSlMlKlKG SITC2S:; 


ST.*„SOAKniZKD 
TESTS 


TirACilHR 
M\DE TnSTS 


OBSHRVATIOJ: 


CRlTKKiO:; 
Rri i-'P »••:>€ F. TZST 


OTJ 


Ko. 1 


134 




119=89% 








X 




Ko. 2 


298 




286=96% 








X 




Mo. 3 


223 




160=72% 


X 





























C. Record the average > low> and hign scores of the target students for each grade 
^-cvel* Record the scores as percentiles , grade level equivalents or any other 
unit of meaGureraeut that is appropriate. Use the same unit for both pre and post 
tests. Attach any information that you feel would help us interpret your dala. 

Indicate the unit of measurement employed. 



G?;oc 

Ll\U(S) 


Or 

stude?its 

\ 


or 

TEST 


PP.£-TCST(DATE ) 


?OST-TEST(DATC ' ) 


G/\1N 

toss 
(e-A) 


AV£n;oE 

SCO?(c(A) 


LCi; 

SCCR£ 


HIGH 

sccRr 


AVERAGE 
SCORE (3) 


Lc:-; 

SCORE 


h:gh 

SCC?£ 


Objectiv 
1: see 

Objectiv 
2: see 

Objectiv 
3: see 


e 

page 50, 
e 

pages 92 
e 

page 67, 


attached > from Nl 
-95, attached, NWF 
attached, from H\ 


REL fine 
EL final 
REL i^inc 


1 evalu 
evalua 
1 evalu 


ition r 
tion re 
ation r 


jport 

)ort 

?port 
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0. What factor(s) do you feel made the greatest contributions to 
students achieving the objectives ?. 

1. A d\aicat€d'and highly professional staff at all level: strongly contributed 
to student success. 

2. Intensive individual help outside the classroom averaging 4 hours per week 
per child with aide follow-through in the regular classroom. 

3. The evaluationf design provided formative and sunmative information: 

a. Skills management systems were used in three of the four components which 
facilitated focus on individual needs and progress. 

b. An internal program management system was implemented which provided feedback 
on the status of instructional and process objectives on a regular basis.' 
This precluded "drift" from the approved objectives and program intent. Two 
Quality Assurance Specialists were invaluable in this respect and also provided 
training to bolster identified weak areas. 

c. The Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory, Audit and Evaluation Section, 
Portland, Oregon, assisted in the development of the evaluation, plan and 
periodically monitored our strict adherence to the plan. 

4. Parents in PACs were actively involved in the program, developing Title I 
informational brochures for other parents and revising the slide tape show, 
and participating in the video tape portraying program facets. 

5. School District personnel, at all levels from central administration to principals 
to regular classroom'teachers were strongly supportive of Title I activities. 

E . ' What problem(s) do you feeV was most influential in preventing students 
from achieving the objectives ? 

1. The Reading student ^election process allowed some students with relatively 
high ITBS Reading test scores to be in the program. 

2. Title I students were absent an .average of 13 days during the 1976-77 year 
which is far above the district average. 



F. What changes have been made, or are vou planning, in your regular school 
program as a result of your experience in this Title I project? 

1. The RISE reading skills managemettt system is achieving increasing support and 
use sithin the regular classroorn setting by district teachers. 

2. The district is considering using SWCEL as a part of the Bilingual program. 

« 

3. Oral Language has been identified as a major skill area and competency required 
in the district Language Arts Consultant. 
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VIII. PARENT ADVISORY COUNCIL REPORT (To be completed by the Parent Advisory 

Council Chairman 




Signature ^/^- 
A. Membership 

1 . Number of members on your Title I Advisory Council (s) \k 



2. Number of members who.are parents of children participating 
in the Title I program. 

Parents of children attending Title I schools. 

School District Personnel 

* 

Other 

3. Method of selecting members of the Advisory Council. 
Volunteered and/or elected from the nine unit councils. 
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B. Meetings 

1 . Number of meetings held by the Advisory Council. &— 

2. Indicate items receiving the most attention at Advisory Counqil meetings. 

4 Program Operation 2 Program Planning 3_ Program Evaluation 

5 Program Budgeting 1_ Needs Assessment Other (Specific) 

(S Advisory Council involvement in the Title I project. Check the items that apply. 

X Assisted in planning project 

X Read and approved final draft of project 

X Observed in classroom 
— ^ — Volunteer Aides 
Paid employees of district 

Assisted in preparing evaluation report f 

X Read and approved evaluation report - FY 76 

O 22 23^ 



\ - 

D.\ In the opinion of ti\e Advisory Council: 

\ \ 
1. Did this project help your students 

\ JL YES \ 



\ 



In what ways? \ \' 

^ " \ 

\ 

\^SWCEL and DOL helped my son with his speech and he understands a 
lot more. I feel that the SWCEL program has helped my child not 
dtily to express himself more completely but also to understand 
mo^e what was being asked of him. 1 am sold on the program. 
Reading has given him more self-confidence in himself as being 
abl^^^ to cope with the classroom. Reading program helped my son 
100^\ The DOL program has helped my s^n catch-up with his class- 
mate's* in all areas. His speech has improved remarkably. 

\\ _ ' . ^ 
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Summary of Parcicipanc Performance on che ITBS (Reading) 
Expressed iA Terms of NCEs 



' ^ ^ Grade Pre \ Post Avg. NCE Weighted Gain in ' 

School. Level Avg- Hi Lo A^)^, ^ Hi Lo Gain/Loss n NCEs by School 



* 

Chugach\ 


2 
3 

Total 


42 
32 


. 59 
43 
59 


10 
18 
10 




63 
64 


29 
32 
64 


9 
15 
29 


11 

9 

- 13 
22 


1'3 


Denali ' 


2 
3 

Total 


42 ■ 
27 

^ 


57 
41 
57 


36 
1 
1 


45 
35 


65 
70 • 
70 


1 
4 
1 


3 
8 


14 
13 
27 


6 


Fairview 


2 
3 

\ Total 


34 
26 


61 
43 
61 


10 
7 
7 


39 
34 


\ 

77 

53' 
77 ' 


1 
19 

1 ' 


5 

. 8 


11 

- 8 
19 


9 


Government 
Hill 

s 


2 
3 

total 


32 
38 


59 
47 
59 


1 
29 
1 


51 
48 


72 
63 
72 


43 
31 
31 


19 
10 


.15 
4 
19 


19 


Mountain 
View 


2 
3 

Total 


29 
23 


57 
43 
57 


1 
13 
" 1 


35 
35- 


68 
49 
68 


13<^ 

11 

11 


6 


19 

6 ^ 
25 


6 


North Star 


3 

♦local 


36 
27 


68 
40 
68 


1 
1 
1 


44 
38 


68 
61 
68 


13 
15 
13 


8 
11 


18 
11 

29. 


9 


Northwpod 


2 
3 

local 


39 
56 


59 
81 
81 


• 1 
40 
1 


49 
53 


65 
65 
65 


10 - 

34 

10 


10 
.-3 

\ 


- 20 
12 


5 


Will iw aw 


" 2 
3 

local 


41 
46 


55 
73 
73 


26 
10 
10 


55 
47 


65 
70 
70 


43 
29 
29 


1 

14 
1 


t 

25-^'- 


4 


V.'oodland Par 


k 2 

3 

Total 


42 
33 


66 
33 
66 


1 
33 
1 


50 
56 


72 
61 
72 


35 
42 
35 


8 
23 


24 
1 
25 


9 



Gr. 2 Gr. 3 Gr. 2 and 3 

Total Gain — All Schools ^97 9 
Total Gain Excluding Northwood 

and' Will ivaw 8 11 ^ 9 



Tabic 3 

Suuiniary of SWCEL Test Performance by School 

SWCEL Objective: 00"' of SVICEL c-hildren will dohonstrcU.o n 3^ point nain on the <^6uth.'estern Cooperative CducaUoi^a^l 
Laboratory's Tost of Oral . Ennl ish Production 



School 


a of^ 

St ii.'lonts 


StiiH.eD.ts-v)ho-- 
'enuaTled or 
surpassed 
objective 


Pre Test' (Date 9-75) 


Post Test (Date 4-76) 


Gain or 


Averanc 
Score (A) 


Low 
4)Core 


Hinh 
Score 


^ Averaqo 
ocore \i> j 


Lov; 


111 oh 

1 




K 1 Tot 


K 1 Tot 


K 1 To I 


K 1 


i: 1 


K -1 Tot 


K 1 


v. 1 ToL 


Chuqach 


No Chugach s 


tu'dent in SWCI 


L this vear 




• ( 











Denal i 


24 5 29 


•21' 4 25 


109 127 1J3 


6^8 117 


129 131 


157 168-149 


122 151 


T91 195 


48 41 46 


Fairview 


— n 

14 6 20 


> 

1.3 6 • 19 


99 115 104 


30 97 


139 122 


154 174 160' 


.103 166 


198. 182 


* 55 59 56 


Government Hill 


17 5 22 


16 4 '20 


106 106 106 


28 31 


139 144 


155 164 157 


101 101 


191 199 


* 49 58 51 


Mt. View 


30 8 38 


?8 7 35 


102 nv.io4 


63 71 


134 135 


-155 1 50 154 


103 114 


A, 

191 173 


* 53 3*9 50 


North 3 tar 


7 5 12 


■ 5 10 


98 100 99 


0 1 


132 134 


144 176 157 


124 154 


159 203 


+46 76 . 58 


Morthwood 


Mo SUCFI 


















Wlll.iwaw ^ 


No swrn 


















Woodland Park 


1? 1 13 


9 1 10 


123 131 124 


81 '131 


V3n 131 


167 181 168 


131 181 


199 181 


44 50 44 


TOTAL 


114 30 134 


92-27 119 


106 115108 


0 1 


139 144 


155 169 159 


101 101 


199 203 


49 54 50 
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J.iiitliM'ijrirUMi 




















fll> 
































fi'i..' "IV. 7. 


ill M«iOi 








Av<i t Hniti 


(l.l III 


J! 


A VII 


i uu ilHih 


Aj/ij Uiu lti({li 


i.j iiT 




AyqTow Ml^h 


A v«T Tow Ti i iju 






( h 


3 


i! 


2 3 


7 5 9 


5 


« 


b 


5 6 


9 7 12 


4 


7 _ 


8 7 9 


12 10 16 


c 


10 


in Q 17 

1 U 7 lb 


iU tij 1 ) 




A 


2 6_ 


_9 _7^n 


_5 






3_2^ 


9 0 11 




12 


- 6„„3 9 


_I2 ^9 J_5_ 


6 


0 


none 


1 a II V im 


JO 


2 


.Jl-J 


_6__ 3_ 9 






6 






_4 


ij _;3_.9 


JU.?.— 11. 


_7_ 


19 


11 9 J3 




1 L 


2 


5 


6 4 U 


4 




' 4 


1 7 


9 n 11 


5 


4 




1 1 J^. 


6 


2 


5_ 1 9 


m. View 




4 


. i. J 


_7 7_ a 


_3 




5 


4_ 6 ^ 


9 9_ 10 


4 


a ^ 


M_6_ 10 


12_12^_J4^ 


_4_ 




10 9_.12 




s 


? 


0 4_ 


_8 9 


J 




7 


f>_9_ 


J.!.. '-^^Jl 


.1 




H _ _7_10 


n jj_ii.. 




: 


2. 


nnrUiwoOtl 




1 


? 




A 




7 


_ 6 


n 10 r/ 






nonr ^ 






P. 




Uitl iw.i;/ 


10 


4 


4 5 


8 7_ 10 


A 




7 


4^ 11 


12 10 Jb 






11 10 12 


15_I4 J 




0 




WiiIhI 1 tlllil 


ir. 


2 


0 b. 


2^ J 9 






8 


1. \? 


19 J"^. 




11 


n 7 10 


J2 10 14 


4 


1 


6 6 6 


rqrAi 


04 




13 45 


_jq_.n4 




10 




_ ja JS 


; 7f, nb 




... 


44_7n 


83J2(L 




V) 


_42_^ _6J 



Pos t 



I 



AvM Low II I jii 'G.I in 



IS 12 la 



15 14 

10 10_ 

14 14 

15 13 



17 

11 

14 



17 ' 7 



10 
93 



10 



I 7' I 



Mliiti" 2 lovots fjoin is dppi'oxim.itely Oi|iijl to uiio ycMrS ()to\/th. 

|M«]t» 61 uf Uic Ooi tJ.wi^vl Royioiul Cil'icjtiuiul LuljoidtoryS Mii»il tv.iliM^ion Uuimrt. 
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VM Tint I TEST KI UULIS 

miaiOHAi;!. sciioiii. uisiiucr 
SYSTEfi mir, rcsr rcsuus* 
sCMAruics a 

80. or 1)01 ilnldrcn will ilernDn-itiMlc 2 levol y.n'n on System TOKL'. 



r J i rv I t»vi 
Oovl. Mill 
HI. Vifv/ 
riorlli SI.U 
norllit/tiod 

WuttdKintl 
Pail 

. JOfAL 



10_ 
IQ^ 

!L 

6 

b _ 

15 

10 

16_ 

9-1 



(iTddi) 1 




77 IIG 



4 I 
|7_^ 

5 L 



Pre _ 
Av n 1 0 1/ iTigh 

0 7 -9 



Pos t ■ 



4 0 9 



n ^0 
7 1 0 

NOME 



n 10 12 
a 7 10 



41 69 



Av<| L ow Ih qh 
12 9 16 



_1_2 ^15 

U) __5_ 16 

11 n 1£ 

1_2 Jj 141 

1- 3 11 IS 

15 14 17 

13 11_ 16 
78 123 



4 



o_ 

10 



2 
4 
3 
0 

q 
1 

30| 



Pic_ 



Gfd do 3_ 

Pof I _; ■ " 

Awi) J o\/ 



II ;(in .iij in 



10 9 12 


16 14 IB 


1 

6 1 


fionf 






n 9 13^ 


15 14 17 


4 


5 1 9_ 


10 10 11 


5 


10 9 12 


14 14 14 


4 


a 8 9 


15 13 17 


7 i 


nofiE 












f. 6 6 


16 16 16 


10 


^. _ 4n_6i_ 


_81_ 93 











•Holt: ? It«<!li ijJi" is •ipproxiiii.itcly ei|ujl lo out) yc.ii''s qroi/lli. 

"Sw (I.KJC 6-1 of llii- (loi U.iW.1 Kcginiul Educational LalioiJ lory's Final Ev.iiiiation Ro|H)ft. 
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1 
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) (HI 


-1' ' ' 


AvmJ ow IIijjIi 


r,.int 


'ti 




Lo]7 Jlh»lT 


Avtj hiii Jh»|h 


t>.tlii 








'iUWu 


I'ti 














3 


3 


3 




6 


5 8 


3 


H 


'6 


_ 5 / 


9 8 ! } 


3 


7 


_8 7 9_ 








n_ 913 


!4_ 


J3 


15 


3 


lUii.il 1 


la 


4 


2 


7^ 






J 


9 


6 


5 8 


10 8 13 


4 


9 


6 ?. 9 


12 10 IS 






nm 










1 U 1 1 V 1 ilU 


1Q 


2 


0 


4 


5 


3 8 


3_ 


z. 


J 


_3_6 


9 _»_n. 


„L 




8 3 13 


a 3 ]4 


_ 0 


lif 


11_ ^H_14 


14_ 


13 


IS 


I 


(^ivl. Mill 


1 1 


3 


0 


6 




J 8 


2 




3 


0 6 


9 8 10 


6 


4 


6 0 12 


10 7 14 


_4_ 




_ 5 0_ 10 


12 


J^2 


12*_ 


7 


Mt. View 


6 


4 


3 


6 


7 


J _8 _ 


3 


J7 


5 


4 / 


9 9 10 


_4_ 


8 


a & 10 


12 n 14 


4 




10 9_12 


14_ 


14 


J4 


4 


ritiiiii st.it 


5 


2 


0 


4 


8 


7 9 


6 


12 


7 


7 


10 9 12 


3 






12 _,9_JS_ 


— L 


3 


8 7 1^0 


14 


14 




6 


flui tllllOOil 


11) 


•4 


2 


7 


7 


'-^ 


3 


l.l 


7^ 


1 liL. 


LL ...2— IL 


4 


0 


nonf__ 






Q. 


nm 










Ul 1 1 iw.iw 


10 


4 


2 


7 


8 


8 9 


4 


1? 


7 


7 a 


11 _ 9_ 14 


4 




.9 _ _7 Jl 


16 14 18 


7 


0. 
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Hi 


3 


0 


6 


7 


!. ^ 


4 


1/ 


/ 


4 10 


IJ _ 8 J4_ 




n 


9 6 12 


12_ [0 JJ 


3 


Y 


j3 13 n 


14 


14 


14 


1 


roiAL 






U' 


CO 




4'i 76 




IQ' 


39 7ii 


76 109 






39 87 


74 122 




Jf 


46 72 




67 


as 

















































MIoie. ? lovi'ls t|,iiii IS a|ipri>xiiiijti*ly (:*\iu\] io oiu^ year's r|f(Ailli. 
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ERIC 



/ 



ES^A Tinr i itsi nrsiii rs 
AuciiouAr.c sciiooi-oisniicr 
SYSTfH ma n.si \\a\n is' 



OBJECnvC: I 
hJiuoI 

(!|llM|.ILtl 


10^ of IKIL children will deiionstrate 

" ""l^'j m iTTi'iiW f tin 


A 2 


ldvt:1 <|a)n on Sy^^Leni FOKL. 

~ " rr'-x.u^ i r" Grade 2 || 






do J 

PosT" \\ 

Av() Low llMjh 

14 13 15 


!l .. 

3 


Ayij LpililL*!'' 
J 3 3 


rost" "j 
A VI) Lo\^Hj <J.h 

7 5 9 


J... 


if 

J, 
9 

J2 
2.7 

.i^ 


Pre 7^- 
5 A 7 


P«lL ^ 

rtV*J LUVi III 


0(1 1 IM 

_5_ 


7_ 
_9 
\2 
4_ 

a 

i? 

0 


Pi^e „ 

Avjj LrtiHIijji 

a 7 9 


PobL 

Avq t ow irfoh 


Gain 


10 
0 


9 7 11 


10 8 13 


13 12 15 


5 


Uciial 1 
fa i I'v i »;w 


.!« 
..Id 


•1 2 7 


7 6 9 


J 

4^ 


6 5 8- 


lo' 8 12 


_4_ 
5 


7 3 11 


11 9 14 


4 


NOIIC 

10 a 13 




2 0 J_ 
4 2 6. 


6 3 9 


5 3 8 


10 8 13 


6 3 10 


8 3 14 
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14 11 1/ 


Giivl. Hfi) 
ML. View 
riortli Star 
tlortlniooil 
Will i\Mvi 

*i*U()ili dllil 

^ JVw k, 

rOfAL _ 




,528 


1 


5 3 8, 


a 6 10 


3 


5 0 10 


10 8 13 


— — 


4 0 9 


9 8 11 


.iJ- 

10 
16 

VI 


4 3 6 


7 7 0 


3 
6 


5 4 7 


9 9 10 


4 


8 6 10 


13 11. 15 


5 


4_^ 


•10 9 12 


H 14 15 


2 0 J 
4 2 7 


8 7 9 


7 5 10 


U 9 13 


4 


8 7 10 


12 10 14 


4 


3_ 


9^ LiL. 




8 5 11 


4 


1.! 
IJ 

1! 

u 


7 4 10 


11 10 13 


4 


none 






g, 

0 

1 


none 


1 2 5 


0 7 10 


5 


7 5 10 
7 4 10 


J2 10 15 
11 9 14 


5 


9 


10 7 13 


14 13 15 


4 


flON£ 


3 U 6 


7 5 9 


, 4 ^ 


4 


n 


*J 6 12 


13 12 14 


4 


6 6 6 


14 14 14 


14 48 


1 47 02 


1, 37 /8 


77 113 




39 85 


78 114 




bo 


37 62 


75 87 





























*«ote: 2 levels qain is approximately equal to one yearns qrowth. 

**See patje 64 of the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory's Final Evaluation Keport. 
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B. Rural — Kuspuk 



y 



> 



1 
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B. Rural - Kuspuk 

The Kuspuk SchoorDistrict is typical of the large rural districts which until 1977 were 
classified as regions of the Alaska Unorganized Borough School District. The regions 
have sii)ce become school districts with the same operational capabilities as other 
independent school districts in the state. 

The District is composed of eight village sites along the middle reaches of the 
Kuskokwim Riveh It has a school population of 360, the largest school having 116 
students, the smallest, 6. 

The Kuspuk Title I program, as conducted in all Title I schools, had two components. 
Language Arts including Reading, and Mathematics. A third component. Early 
Childhood Development, which is common to most rural districts, was conducted in 
three village sites too small for either kindergarten or Head Start. 

The Early Childhood program was a classroom based pre-schopl for four and five year 
"olds, who, like those in other rural districts, come largely from homes where language 
use in ^any language is minimal. Instruction for small groups in half-day sessions 
included readiness skills in preparation for their first regular school year. 

Teachers in.ECD were usually native aides whose only training had been provided by 
Title I inservice sessions. Fortunately most aides have stayed with the programs from 
year to year. With the accumulated aide training, instruction has been more effectively 
keyed to objectives. 

Measpring instruments have advanced from checklists to more complex evaluations 
such as the Santa Qara Inventory and the Denver Developmental Screening Test. 

In the Kuspuk area twelve aides and seventeen teachers received instructional training 
during the equivalent of three full work days. The training was delivered on-site by 
supervisory teachers and consultants. This type of inservice was reported effective for 
the ^project. Local district funding for Title I inservice was more than twice as much as 
was funded under Title I. 
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TITLE 



E I," B^A, f; 

• / 

School District Ku»puk School'Dl»trlct 



EVALUATION REPORT, FY- 77 



DateHay 23, 1977 



Person Completing Report ' Reynolds 
I. PROJECT STATISTICS 

a. Project Number 77361-1 > 



Project Title K^tpuk School District 



Supplemtntal Language Arts/Math Program and Karly Childhood D«velopMnt 



b» Type of project,: Regular terra X Sunaaer term 



Both 



c. Average number of hours of participation per week 227.5 

Project duration, (number of weeks) 36 ^ r 

d. Total amount of Title I funds expended $103,001 (awount app toved Including indirect 

. coat) 
Number of pupils participating in' this project (unduplicated) 112 (includ ea ECD) 



e* 
f. 



Cost per pupil (Item d divided by item e) ^^^^'^^ 



II. DISSEMINATION OF PROJECT INFORMATION AND DATA 



Information was disseminated: YES 



NO 



Enclose copies of any news articles, newsletters, publications or pictute^ used' 
in the dissemination of this project. J \ 

III. MAJOR PROBLEM AREAS ^ 

List suggestions or recommendations that you feel would have enabled you to bet- 
ter implement your Title I project. 



PROBLEM 



1.) 



Certain achools in the district did not 
administer the Iowa Baa ic Skills Test 
last spring which created problems in 
identifying target students. 



2. ) There appears to be a dearth of people 

that are willing to work as Title I aide 

3. ) The lack of classroom facilitiea also 

hampered the teaching procesa, 

4. ) When we order equipment and aupplles, 

It usually requires 6 months for delivery 



RECOMMENDATION 



1. ) Visit and explain the isportance, plus the 

requirements, for pre and post^testing. 
Also, the district is changing to the WKAT 
becauae it correlatea with thei^ PIAT ad-* 
ministered in the district. (Peabody Indi- 
v-^nrtd^al Achievement Test) * 

2. ) Employ the services of the C. S.C. in re- 
cruiting ea^loyeea. Import people that. are 
interested in working with students!^ 

3. ) Hopefully, this problem will be solved as 
the new high schools are built. 

A.) If the State Dept. of Ed. could approve the 
Title I project in March or April, we could 
be ready to start by Septeidber. 
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IV. TITLE I STAFF 
A. 



How many positions were funded by Title I for this project? 


STAFF POSITION 


Number 


Hours Per Week 


Weeks Employed 


Elementary Teachers 


. 0 






Secondary' Teachers 


d 






, Admlnistratiration/ 
Supervision 


0 






Pupil Services 


0 






Educational Aides 


. n 


277.5 


9-36 


Other Professional 








Other Non-l*rof of5sionai 


0 







B. PROJECT STAFF DEVELOPMENT 

1. Approximate amount of Title I funds used for inservice $1350,00* 
training. 

2. Approximate amount of local funds used tor inservice * $ 2926.00* 
training for Title I programs. 

21 6' 

3. Approximate number of hct^urs spent on inservice training ^ 

for Title I programs. 



A. Give the number of .staff rccoivinj-; training during summer 
and/or scliool year for Tillci 1 programs. 

Teachers 
Aides 
Other (specify) 



17 



12 



5. If consultants vjerc used for inservice training, indicate, the nurnbers 
following the appropriate item. 

Member university or college staff 

State Department of Education peruoanol 

Special from r.chooL^slaf f 

Principalis _jB^_ 
Adminif;( r.n ors _.2_ ♦ 
Supervi.soL5i ^ , 



Other (Si>in-ify) 



■ 

*Tht8 ftgure'^repreacnts the equivalent of three full days of In-service train- '' 
■tilng for the aides at each of the eight school sites. 
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6. Briefly describe the value of the inservice program to your staff: 



Expected Outcome 



Observed Outcomes 

1. ) Aldet gained a better grasp of th« subjec t 

Matter and Its Importance to tha ^future of 
the children. 

2. ) The aides on all sites weVe observed wing 

the Video tape recorder plus the language 
ousters, math kits, and dlgitor math drill 
computer. V • 



1. ) To become better language arts and 

math aides. Stress the importance 
of these basic tools 'to the future 
of the children. 

2. ) Learn the use of teaching aids and 

machines Including all audlo*vl9ual 
equipment and video .tape recorder. 



PARTICIPATING STUDENTS 



A. Nu^nber of participating; studentG by grade level (unduplicatcd count) 



Pre-K 
K 18 



1-3 33 



4-6 33 
. 10-12 



Non-public schools 



Grade Level 



B» Number of participating studcrifcs by program and grade level and. (duplicated count) 





Public School 


Kohpublic 




SERVICE AND ACTIVITIES 


Prc-K 


K 


1-3 


4-6 


7-9 


10-12 


Schools 


Totals 


1) English Language Arts 
(except reading) 






24 


27 


23 






^ 74 


2) Read in R 




18 


24 


. 27 


i3 






74 


3) Math 




18> 


Z5^ 


21 


19 






65 


4) Other (specify) 


















Total 




36 ^ 


73 


75 


65 






249* 



*A total of 112 students participated In Title I activities at 8 school sites. The 
figure of 249 Includes' the students In the ECD program being counted twice in Reading 

t/and Mathematics, and the students in grades 1-9 bein^^ counted twice in Language Arts 
and Reading. * 



B.. Indicate procedures or methods used to select the Title I participants. 

Standardized Testing (specif v) WRAT. IBST and MAT 

f Guidance/Counselor 

Grades 

Teacher made tests - 

7 

Teacher referral - . . 

Other (specify) . 

VI- PROGRAhl OPERATION 

A, Check thfe techniques listed below that were used lo impleinenL your Title 
I activity.- 

X Individualized Instruction X - Large Group Instruction (8-15) 

_K Tutorial Assistance Field Trips 

JC Small Group Instruction (2-7) Individualized Counseling 

Group Counseling Sessions Other (specify) 

X Individual Learning Packets Other (specify) 

B* List* equipment purchased this year for this TJtJa t project. 

\ 

Item Date Rec ejyed Frcqu enry of U< ;c; 

No equipment was purchased for the Kuspuk School District during 
FY '77. Equipment being defined as any item costing $300 or more. 
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VII. EVALUATION OF OBJECTIVES 

A. Briefly state the main student objectives of your project. 

Objective No. 1 Childrtn •nroUcd in the BCD prograas will be better prepared to — 
enter firit grgde. They will- have expoaure to the baalc nuaberi tif; elphabet 
drllla and aocialixation proceaa found in the claserooi. 



Objective No. 2 Target atudenta in Language Arts wil l atrive to achieve the^proper 
grade level. -.^ 



Qb^eGtivP No. 3 target atudenta- in Mathewatics yill strive to a chieve the proper^ 
grade level. ^ : ■ — : r— 



OBJECTIVES 



Objective No. 4 



B. Report the number of children who either (1) failed to achieve the objective 
V or (2) equaled or surpassed the objective. 



Ko. 1 



Vo. 2 



Ko. 3 



Ko. A 



NUMBER OP TAR- 
GET STUDENTS 



18 



74 



65 



DID NOT ACHIEVE 
OBJECTIVE 



44 



42 



EQUALED OR SUR- 
PASSED OBJECTIVE 



14 



30 



23 



STANDARDIZED 
TESTS 



MET HOD OF PgTRRMINIHC SUCCESS 



ftACHER 
MADE TESTS 



OBSERVATION 



CRITKRION 
REFERENCE TSSf 



OTHER 



^^ee attached aheets. 



C. Record Jthe average > 'low, and high scores of the target students for each grade 
level. Record the scores as percentiles, grade level equivalents or any oth.er 
unit of measurement that is appropriate. Use the same unit for both pre and post 
tests. Attach any information that you feel would help us interpret your i^ta. 

Indicate the unit of measurement employed. Grade level equi^alenta. 



Ple aae not e that the following^ inforina t ion pertains to Language Arts aince a subject is not 
riated ablove. , "^>kc-TLSI(I)AiL Sep^t_.^1976 JypST (D/M! Apri l, 19?7 ) 



L£V£L(S) 




NUXBER 
OF 

STUDENTS 



6 
9 
9 

10 
6 
11 
14 
9 



or 

TEST 



WRAT 
WRAT 
WRAT 
WRAT 

IBST-MAT-WRAT 
IBST-MAT-WRAT 
IBST-MAT-WRAT 
IBST-MAT-WRAT 



AVE RAG t 

scor;^) 

1.65 
2.39 
2.90 
2.96 
3.60 
^.68 
5.08 



LOU 
SCORE 



PK.7 
1.3 
1.6 
2.2 
2.2 
2.2 
3.6 



HIGH 
SCORE 



1.2 
2.3 
A. 5 
4. A 
3.9 
A. 8 
6.5 
6.8 



AV£R;*G£ 
SCOR£(B) 

"lITi ^ 

2.A5 
3.59 
3.82 
3.71 
A. 56 
5.84 
6.02 



scc;^£ 



K.4 
1.7 
2.3 
2.4 
2.7 
3.0 
4.5 
4.0 



KIGH 
SCORH 



2.2 
3.3 
7.2 
5.1 
4.7 
5.8 
7.5 
7.7 



GAIN 
OR , 
LOSS 
(B-A) 



+*82 
+\80 

+1.20 
'+.92 
+.75 
+.96 

+1.16 
+,94 
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D. What factor(s) do you feel made the greatest contribution to 
students, achievinf; the objoetives. I 

1. Concentrated and individual attention displayed by the aides plus 
good equipment and interesting materials. 

2. The skill and enthusiasm of the aides combined with close teacher- 
aide rapport. / 



f 



E, What ptoblem(s) do your feel was most influential i\\ preventing 
students from achieving the objectives. 

1. The home environment is very poor for most 6f the students within the 
district. This type of atmosphere prevents students from total concen- 
tretion'on the stated goals. 

2. The student is provided with poor role models in the home. 

3. Peer group pressure works against socpe of the students. 

U. In some cases, the teaching staff is not interested in the Title I program. 



F. What changes have been made, or .are your planning, in your regular 

school program as a resuH of your experience in this Title 1 project. 

1. The Title 1 program will continue to operate utilizing the present system^ 
however, there will be two or three changes. First, we are going to use 
the WRAT throughout the dij'trtct because it correlates with the PIAT admin- 
istered in the district. " Also, we will be able to test all students in one 
day twice each year. If the teskng is administered over a 3-4 day period, 
students often get bored and discouraged arid are absent for 2-3 w^eks mak- 
ing test results incomplete. Second, we pTan to employ the services of 
Kuskokwtm Comimtnity College in establishing a 3-5 day workshop on Title 

I aide training. Third, our district is employing an additional District 
Office adminlatrator, who will assume part of my present responsibilities. 
This will nllow me additional titae to administer and monitor the Title 
I program. 

2. The BCD program will continue to operate using the present system. 



VIII. PARENT ADVISORY COUNCIL REPORT (To be completed by the Parent Advisory 

— ' Council Chairman) 

Signature J^/ . ir^^ 'Stu.^i^t' . Date y.^// ? ' 

A. Membership 

1. Number of members on your Title I Advisory Council (s) ^ > 



2. Number of members who are parents of children partici- 
pating in the Title I program. 

Parents of children attending Title I schools. 
School District Personnel 

Other 



6 



Method of selecting members of the Advisory Council. 
Selected by the Coiwinlty School Cowilttee In each vXllage> 



B. Meetings 



1. Number of meetings held by the Advisory ^Coyncil. . 

\^ 

2. Indicate items receiving the most attention at^^dvisory Council meet- 
ings, 

X _ Program Opornt l^m .X_ _ Program Planning _X__ Program EvaluatJ 
JC ^ Program* Budgct.i;rTg Needs Assessment Other (Specify) 



on 



C. Advisory Council involvement in the Title I project. Check the items 
that apply. * 



X Assisted in planning project 



. Read and approved final draft of project 



_X^ Observed in c3a.ssroom 

Vol tint oor Aid(M; 
^ -1 }»ald cmplcyecvi of di.sli lcl 

AssifJlcd Jn in:(sparJ.n[* ovalual ion r(fporl 



X Kcail and approved evaltuntion report 



. ERLC 
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D. In the opinion of the Advisory Council: 
!• Did this project help your students? 
YES 

In what ways? - > o 




NO 



VJTiy not? 
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D. What factor (s) do you feel made the greatest contribution to 
' students achieving the objectives. 

Parental involvement and support It is felt that even greater support will 
forthcoming next year. Small gains were made this year that may not be 
"picked up" by the test instruments used. 



E. What problem(s) do your feci was most influential in preventing 
students from achieving the objectives. 

In one case we were not able to hire an aide until late in the year 
because no one in the village wanted the job. After a person was 
hired, the job was filled for only 2 weeks, and remained vacant for the 
rest of the year. 

The level of expertise the available aides have in reading and math skills 
greatly limits their independence, initiative and function. Space, 
always limited, sometimes creates problems, especially in tutoring 
situations. 

\ 



F. What changes have been made, or are your planning, in your regular 

school program as a result of your experience in this Title I project. 

.Testing programs will hopefully be more carefully administered. Ours is 
currently under development by the Curriculum Director. 
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TITLE 1 TARGET STUDENTS 1976-77 
Anlnk 



NAME 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 





11. 'iSBS&emm 

12. 




GRADE 

2 
■2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
6 
7 
7 
7 
7 
8 



SUBJECT 



L.A. G/ilNS* 

1.6 

1.8 

.6 

.4 

.8 

2.7 
.6 
1.9 
2.0 

0 
1.1 

.5' 
1.2 
2.5 



MATH GAINS* 

.1 
.5 
.6 
.5 
1.7 

1.5 
0 

1.7 
0 



1.3 
.8 
0 



•kCn^n are expressed In months^ ^" 

ERIC V i7 




EBJC' «f« exprensecAln monchs 
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TITLE 



y NAME - /- GRADE 




I TARGET STUDENTS 1976-77 
Lower Kalskag 

SUBJECT L.A. GAINS* MATH GAINS* 

L.A. & Math 1.2 1.2 

L.A. & Math 1.5 1.4 

Math . l.A 

Math • .8 

L.A. & Math 1.3 1.2 

L.A. & Math 1.2 1.4 

L.A. dc Math 1.0 .2 

L.A. .7 

Math .4 

L.A. & Math .9 1.4 

L.A. & Math 1.9 .6 

L.A. & Math .1 0 

L.A. .8 

L.A. 1.9 

L.A. & Math .4 ^ .6 

L.A. & Math . 1.9 .9 

L.A. & Math .2 0 

L.A. & Math \ 2.0 1.2 

L.A. & Math ' 2.6 1.9 

L.A.i & Math 2.3 2,0 . 

L.A. & Msfth .8 .9 

L.A. & Math l.tf 1.8 

L.A. & M/ith 2.3 1.8 



45 

u 



ins ^re expressed In months* 



"0 



TITLE I TARGET STUDENTS 1976-77 
Red Devil 




GRADE 



' 4 



5 
8 



SUBJECT 

MaCh 

L.A. 

Math 

L.A, 



L.A. GAINS* 



MATH GAINS* 



.2 . 



1.8 



*Galn8 are expressed In months, 
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TITLE 1 TARGET STUDENTS 1976-77' 
SteetMite 




SUBJECT 



L.A. & Math 
Math 

L.A. .6 

Math 

L.A. fic Math, 2.5 

L.A. 0 
M«th 

L.A. ' 1.4 



L.A. GAINS* 

.3 



HATH GAINS* 

l.O 

2.0 

» 

1.8 
1.9 

.4 



*Gains are expressed in months. 



FRir 
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title" I TARGET STUptNTS 1976-77 
Stony River 




GAINS* 



*Gains are expressed in raonthe. 
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— — ^ — . — _ ^ xLO'*' - 

tns are expressed tn months*'' 
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C. Small Town — Cordova 



ERIC 
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C. Small town - Cordova 

Cordova's Title I program is typical of those in smaller districts that lie within the 
boundaries of a small town. The kinds of personnel employed and activities conducted , 
are also much the same. * / 

Two reading specialists worked 20 hours per week each, and two instructional aides 
worked, a total, of 60 hours per week. They served 69 students, K-8, in a remedial 
reading program, "Educational Improvement Through Use of A Reading Specialist." 
fThe staff attributed student gains not only to individual and small group instructioji, 
but to the creative atmosphere, in which children were free to express their 
frustrations and ask questions,^ and in turn to receive encouraging support. Equipment 
purchased this year also .allowed for a high degree of individualization. 

Although in many other districts teacher and aide training were important components 
of the Title I programs, ij^ Cordova an orientation session for teachers and aides 
appeared to be adequate. Jhe program had been in existence for several years, and 
aides and teachers had worked closely together on an informal basis. 



err 
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School District 



TITLE I, ESEA, EVALUATION REPORT, FY-77 

Cordova Public Schools ; 



Person Compxeting Report Mar'iea Shafer and Susie Gary 
I,' PROJECT STATISTICS . 

a. Project Number 77051-1 Project Title ] 



Date May 1977 



Both 



"Ik Type of project: Regular term X Summer term 

■ , . ' " 

c. Average number o!$^-hours of. par-Ci<:ipation per- week 35 ba-v 
Project duration (number of weeks) 56 wk. 

d. Total amount of Title I funds;' expended ?35, 020.00 • 



.e. Number of pupils participating, in- this_project (unduplicated) 69 

f . Cost per pupil (Item d divided by item e) ^^^7'^^ 
II, . DISSEMINATION OF PROJECT INFORMATION AND DATA 
Information was disseminated; XES X NO 

Enclose copies of any news articles, newsletters, publications or pictures used 
in the dissemination of this project. 

III. MAJOR PROBLEM AREAS 

List suggestions or recommendations that you feel would have enabled you to bet- 
ter .^Implement your Title I project. 



PROBLEM 


RECOMMENDATION 










None 


* 


None 




« 
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Hnu mnnv Dositioiis werc funded by Title I for this project? 


STAFF POSITION 


Number 


Hours Per Week 


weeks bmpioyeu 


Elementarv Teachers 


1 




• ... 


' Secondary Teachers 


1 - 







j Administratration/ 
1 Supervision ■ 








Pupil Services 








Educational Aides 


1 V2 


60 


36 


Other Professional 








Other Non-Professional 









B. PROJECT STAFF DEVELOPMENT 

1. Approximate"*' amount of Title I funds used for inservice $^ 
training. • ^ 

2. Appijoxiinate amount of local funds used/.for inservice $ 
training for Title I programs. \ 

3. Approximate number of hours spent on inservice training 
for Title I programs. 

/*. Give the number of staff receiving training during summer 
and/or school year for Titles 1 programs. 

Teachers 
Aides 
Other (specify) 



5, If consultants were used for inservice training, indicate the number s 
following the appropriate Item. 

Member university or college staff _0_ 



State Department of Education personnel 

Specialists fro school staff 2 

Principals 0 

Administrators 0 

Supervisors 0^ , wo - i 

Other (Specify) 1 1/2 aides __ 
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6. Briefly describe the value of the Inservice program to your, staff: 



' Expected -Outcome 



1. To better understand the 1975- 
1976 Title I Program -as a suppli- 
merital prdgram. 

2. . To develop more effective, 
referral procedures. 

3. To understand an4 evaluate the 
Right to Read program 

4. To identify pupil" need. 

5. To encourage cooperation and 



Observed Outcomes 



and the reading specialist. 
V, PARTICIPATING STUDENTS 



'I. . Each student in Title I had two reading 
sessions each day: classroom, and remedial 
reading. * . * 

2. , Participation of teachers, special 
education, speedi.ahd language,, and* reading 
specialists in referral -and placing of 
students in programs. 

3. Participation of staff in discussion of 
Right to Read Conferenc'ie. . I 

4. Needs assessment through teacher 
observation, informal evaluation and 'stan- 
dardized, testing with final referral and 
placement in programs for specific needs. 



students attended "by all teachers who^direct- 
ly or indirectly, influence those studei;its. 



A, Number of participating students by grade level (unduplicated count) 

X 



Pre-K 
1-3 . 



Non-public school's 



r 



Grade Level 



4-6 9 
lo-12 



B# Number of participating students by program and grade level and ^(duplicated count) 



f 

SERVICE AND ACTIVITIES 


Public School 


Nonpublic 
Schools 


Totals 


Pre-K 


K 


1-3 


4-6 


7-9 


10-12 


1) English Language Arts 
(except reading) 


















2) Reading 


0 " 


42 


3 


9 


15 


• 0 


0 


69 


3) Math 


















<4) Other (specify) 


















Total 


0 


42 




9 ' 


15 


0 


0 


69 
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B. Indicate procedures or methods used to select the Title I' participants. 

Standardized Testing f specify^' Standard Achievemen t Test and the 

•Lippincott Reading Readiness Test 



Guidance/Counselor 
Grades 

Teacher made tests 
Teacher referral 



/ 



Taacber ^referrals were used. 



Other (specify) Diagnostic Woodcock Reading Mastery test 

VI.. PROGRAM OPERATION 

. A. Check the techniques listed below that were used to implement your Title 
I activity. 



X Individualized Instruction 

Tutori-^1 Assistance 

Small Group Instruction (2-7) 

Group Counseling Sessions 
Individual Learning Packets 



Large Group Instruction (8-15) 
Field Trips 

Individualized Counseling 

Other (specify) . 

Other (specify) 



B. List equipment purchased this year for this Title I project. 



Item 



Date Received 



3 Singer Readermate 

1 cassette Redorder 

1 film stjrip projector 

1 Singer "School Mate w/case 

1 Tachistoscope 

1 Avedex headphones 

1 Singer Reader 

1 Dukane Cassette AV matic 



Sept. 76 / 75 



Frequency of Use 



daily 
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Vll. EVALUATION OF OBJECTIVES 

A. Briefly state the ?aain student objectives of your project. 



Objective No. 1 To raise the reading proficiency of students who h'Ave. -. 

preyiously not grown at a normal rate and who are be^ ow grade lf>vel to 

normal r ate ot. growtn^ Cnormal as defined in this caseis one vear of 

ClC^)gC growtn per school year as measured by standardized tg^t^s-^ 



Objective No. 3_ 



Objective No. 4 



-Report the-numbcr -of children-who-e£ther-<a)^-€alied>to-*achieve-the-obje<itive ■ 
■or (2) equaled or surpassed the objective. 





KUM32R OP TAR- 
GET '^»TUDE!rrS 


DID NOT ACHIEVE 
OBJECTIVE 


'equaled cr sur- 
passed OBJECTIVE 


METHOD OF DETERMINING SUCCESS 


STANDARDIZED 
TESTS 


TEACHER 
MADE TESTS 


OBSERVATION 


CRlTKRIOr; 
REFERENCE TEST 


OTH^ 


to. I 


27 


6 


is 


Standard 


Ach. -te 


>t (readi 


ig) 5 had, 1 


LO 


Ko. 2 


27 






pretest' : 


or compi 
ffl<;t<»ry 


irison. . 
-ftst. I.i 


Voodcock ^ 




No. 3 


42 


9 - 


•33*^' ^ 


Readi4^-.I 


leadines 








Ko.' i 














\ 





C* Record the average, low, and high scores of the target stiJdents for each grade 
level. Record the scores as percentiles, grade level equivalents or any other 
unit of measurement that- is appropriate. Use the same unit for both pre and post5 
test8« Attach any information, that you feel would help us interpret your ^ata*. 



Indicate the unit of measurement employed, 
according to nation-al norms;*' 



Grade level equivalents 



LEVEL (S) 



KUXBER 
Or 
STUDEIITS 



or. 

TEST 



?R£-T£ST ( DATE Sept. 7Q ^?0ST-TEST(DAT E May 77 
Jan 76 I . , Jan // 



AVEP-^GE 
SCORE(A) 



LOW 
SCORE 



HIGH 
SCORE 



AVERAGE 
SCORE(B) 



SCORE 



HIGH 
SCORE 



GAIN 
LOSS 

(e-A) 



2-6 
7-8 
2-6 
7^8 



ERLC 



42 



12 
15 
12 
IS- 



Lippencott 
Reading Readi. 

WRMT 
WRMT 

Stanford 
Stanford 



71.6 



4.1 
5.8 
3V5 
5.9 



I 

57" 



22 



1.8 
4.7 
2.3 
5.2 



99 



5.6 
1.S 
5.9 
7.2 



61 



91.3 



5.3 
1.0 
S.3 

•7.0 

\ 



3.2 
4.9 
•3.8 
3.4 



104 



8.2 
10.0 
7.0 
9.8 



31-. 21 



+1.2 
+1.3 
+W6 
+1 . S 



What factor (s) do you. .feel inade the greatest contribution to 
«tudents achieving the objectives. 

The greatest .factor in enabling "students to achieve 'the objective 
was the doiibl'e session o£ reading each day. The individual and ' 
small group atmosphere with 4,5 additional minutes of reading each 
day was another important factor. Many of these students were quiet 
an'd benefited from individualization to express their answers. 
Some were new students to the district who had not had th$. benefit 
of a sequential' * reading program. Note that less* students in the 
lower grades qualified for remedial reading due to an effective, 
well planned,; sequential reading program which affects all students 
in fourth gr^de arid below. i«r^C\ 



What problem(s) do your feel was most influential in preventing 
students from achie>>ing the objectives. 

It was felt that problems presenting achievement were multiple and 
possibly included factors not touched by these classes. 



F. What changes have been made, or are your planning, in your regular ^ 
school prograni as a result of your experience in this Title I project. 

We plan more intensive input from all teachers affecting individual 
students who are in need in special areas; this would include 
conferences by staff on individual students and staff-parent conferences 
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VIII. PARENt ADVISORY JCOUNCIL REPORT (To be completed by the Parent Advisory 

Council Chairman) 



Signature '.-^u./^ /^^^4^t,<L><^^ Q-yzicY^ -^^-"^^ ^^ ^-(^-^/ 



1. • Number of members on your> Title ■•IwAdvisory Council (s> 5_ 

2. Number of members who are parents of children partici- 
pating in the Title. I program... • _ - 



•Parents of children attending- Title I •schools. 
School District Personnel 

Other 



3. Method of selecting members of the Advisory Council* 

Nolninated by parents of children participating in Title I 
' Program. - r 



B. Meetings 

1. Number of meetings hej-d by the Advisory Council. 



2. Indicate items receiving the most attention at Advisory Council meet- 
ings. . . . 

X Program Operation x Program 'Planning x Program Evaluation 
Program Budgeting x Needs Assessment Other (Specify) . 



C. Advisory Council involvement in the Title I project. Check the items 
that apply. 

X. Assisted in planning project 

x^ Read and approved^ final draft of project 

Observed in classroom 

Volunteer Aides 

Paid employees of district 

Assisted in preparing evaluation report 

3^ Read and 'approved evaluation report 
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the opinion of the Advisory Council: 

r 

Did this pro'jcct help your students? 
YES 

In 



In vhat yays? \ J/y-^-y--^.. / ' J)./A/''d^^' X:/./"/ J/^rA^J. 



NO 



Why not? 



\ 

\ 
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S.A.T 1977 



ly76 



1977 



Growth 



Grade 2 T.K* 4.3 
1. 

Grade 3 T*R. 5.0 
3. 



2.3 



\ 

3 . 8 
3.1 



3.5 



1.5 



Grade 4 T.R. 
4. 



6.2 



3.2 



4.4 



1.2 



Grade 5 T.R. 7.0 

5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 



•3 .y 

4.1 
3.2 
3 . t> 
3.9 



6 . 2 
b. 6 
5.6 
5.4 
6.3 



2 . 3 
i.5 
2.4 
1.9 
2.4 



Gr.ade 6 T.R. 

10. 
11. 
12. 



8.1 



5.6 
5.9 
5.1 



6.2 
7.0 
6.2 



.6 

1.1 
1.1 



Average rate of growth 1.6 
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WOODCOCK READING MASTERY TEST 
. 1976-1977 



Grade uVo 

i. 
2. 

Grade Three 
3. 

Grade Four 
4. 

Grade 5 

5. 
6. 
/. 
8. 
9. 

Grade Six 

10. 
il. 
12. 



iy76 



1.8 
2.2 



3.r> 



3.4 



4.9 
4.1 
4.6 
4.i 
4.6 



5.6 

5 ;'6 
4.9 



1977 



3.2 
3 . b 



4.7 



4.7 



6 
r) 
5 

5, 
4 , 



Growth 



1.4 
1.4 



6.0 
8.2 
b.6 



1.3 



1.3 



1.9 
1.3 

.8 
1.1 

. 3 



.4 
2.6 
.7 



Average Rate of Growth 1.2 



ec 
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C.A.T 1976-77 




1 


- 


/ 




1976 


1977 


Growth 


Grade 2 












1. 

. 2. 




( 


3 
3 


.6 
.5 




Grade 3 












3 • 




2.3 


5 


.1 


2.8 


Grade 4 










• 


4. ^ 




3.0 


4 


.b 


' ,1.6 . 


' Grade 5 

5. 
6. 
7. 

9. 

Grade 6 


if 


f 

' 4.1 
4.. 5 
3.7 
4'?4 
4.1 


6 
5 
5 
5 
5 


.0 
.3 
.1 
. 3 
.4 


1.9 

.8 
1.4 

.9 • 
1.3 

y 

\ 


10. 
11. 
12. 




X . 5.9 

3.8 


6 
. 5 
4 


. 5 
.7 
.2 


- .2 
. 4 








Average rate of 


growth 1.2 






/ 






* 






• 


















•> 
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Thursday, Septembcrr 30, 1976 



Remedial leeading program 
offered at Mt. Eccles School 



I 
h 



The E.S.E.A. Title I Remedi-,^ 
al Readi2^ Program is again in'' 
effect this year at Mt. Ecclea 
Elementary and in the junior 
high. Student selection will be 
based on teacher recommenda- 
tions and reading scores from 
standardized achievement 
tests, following this selection, 
students will be given a diag- 
nostic reading test to determine 
areals) of deticiency. Individual 
student programs will then be 
designed to meet the student's 
needs in reading as demd2^- 
strated by the diagnostic , test. 
The student will be instiructed 
individually and in small 
groups ec:cbrding to their 
needs. 

This project wOl supplement 
the basic reading program. It 
will provide individual and 
small group instruction, and 
mcorporate the basic text series 
as used in the regular class- 
room. The high interest/low 
vocabulary material; chosen by 
the reading specialist to< meet 
individual needs, wilL increase 
the total time spent on reading. 

The Remedial Reading in* 
structor will communicate 
throughout the year with , par- 
ents and teachers of students in 
the program to discuss the 



progress of the otuv^ent. Par- 
ents are also active!;.' involved 
ip the reading program as 
members of the Pa^'y^A? Adviso- 
ry Council. 

, Parents are always concerned 
about how they can best help 
their youngsters in schod. You 
can aid your leamerts reading 
in a variety of ways: 

1. Encourage your child to 
speak clearly and write legibly 
at all times. 

2. Show an interst in your 
child's reading material/ 

3. Encourage your child to 
take his questions to^ his/her 
teacher when he/she needs 
help. 

4. Set a good example by 
reading a good deal yourself. - 

5. Provide books and maga- 
zines at home to encourage 
reading. 

6. Provide a good home 
study area with good lighting 
and free of distractions. 

7. Make use of the public 
library. 

8. Encourage reading as a 
form of recreation. 

- Parents are invited to visit 
' reading classes and encouraged 
to discuss ways in which the 
reading program wilLbe most 
effective for their child. 
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REMEfHAL READING SURVEY 

•^amejif Student 

Current Teacher 

Does student work with a reading group in your classroom? 

Lippincott Book currently being used^^ ^ 

Will above book be completed this year? _ 

Anticipated book for beginning of next year 

Does sfudent now use Lippincott workbook and/or dittos? 
Does student use grade level texts in other subject areas? 1_ 

If yes, lisl subject areas: 

Is student now in the Remedial Reading Prograin? 
Is student now in the Special Education program for reading? 

Check area (s) needing remediation: 

decoding 

comprehension 

vocabulary — , 

(word meaning) 

usage 

(grammar) 

Does student have any speech problems? 

language problems? . 

hearing problems? 

vision problems? , , — 

Additional comments concerning student: 




CORDOVA PUBLIC SCHOOLS 



Dear '^^rent: 



The Remedial Reading Program is offered again this year for children who respond best with 
individualized help. 

Your child has been selected to take advantage of this class for one forty-five minute period each 
day which will supplement the reading program of his regular classroom. 

The child will receive a supportive environr ent with instruction and materials geared to his areas 
of need. 

The progress of each child in this reading program is closely related to the cooperation and help 
of the parents. You are welcome to visit the class at any time and see your chad in action. Your 
suggestions will be valuable in helping me understand your child better. We will^need to work, to- 
gether to insure success in reading this year. ' I . 

Please feel free to call, or come in if you have questions about Remedial Reading. 

> 

Will you p lease return the attached page with your comments and signature if you wish your 
child in the reading program. 



Sincerely, 



Mariea Shafer 
Suzanne Cary 

Remedial Reading Instructors 
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(Please return) 

Have you obserVed any reading problems at home? 



Do you feel your child will profit form ^pecial help 
in Reading? 



Any other comments.: 



Considering your schedule, when is the best time for 
conferences with you? 

Your phone number ' 

r wish my child to be placed in Remedial Reading in 
addition to nis regular reading program. 

Signature 
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October 4, 1976 
Cordova Public Schools 



Dear Parents: 

We are in the process o£ organizing the Parent Advisory 
Council made up of parents o£ children enrolled in the Remedial 
Reading Program, Title I, ESEA. To make this program 
successful, we need your help. 

The responsibilities of the Parent Advisory Council are: 

a) selecting priority needs of reading 

b) reviewing ac"hievement tests results 

c) reviewing the official evaluation of 

the project 

If you would serve on the council, please sign and return. 
Your name will tlien be placed on ^ ballot as the nominee 
with election by all parents with children participating 
in the Remedial Reading Program. 



Please return by October 6, 1976. 



7 



Sincerely, 



Suzanne Cafy 
Mariea Shafer 



/ ~ y I would^erTe on the Parent Advisory Council 
y 7 I will not be able to serve. 



(Signature) 
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READING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 1977-78 SCHOOL YEAR 



Students able to function in 
regular classrooniJ)Ut needing 
additional help with reading 
assignments. 



Students not able to handle 
classroom reading material 
in any subject area with 
comprehension. 



Current Grade 



Teacher - 



Junior High Teachers list subject area 



' \ 



RETURN COMPLETED FORM TO MARIE A SHAFER by Mgy 10, 1977. 
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TITLE 1 - ESEA 

Parent'" Advisory Council for the Remedial Reading Program 

The following people have agreed to be nominees for the Parent 
Advisory Council: 

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL HIGH SCHO OL 

Marilyn Massman Leora Buehrle 

Paula Carroll Betty Pettingill 

Carole Pritchett 



Because the Parent Advisory Council is made up of only 5 parents, 
we would suggest a unanimous vote o£ approval for the above 5 
people. 

V 

Sincerely, 

Suzanne Gary 
Mariea Shafcr 



I unanimously approve the selection 
I do not approve of the selection 



T signature)' 
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REMEDIAL READING 
STUDENT PROGRESS REPORT 



Student . 



Date. 



Current Classroom Teacher . 



Current Grade 



Recommendations for 1977-78 School Year 

1976 Stanford Reading Score 

1977 Stanford Reading Score 

Growth 



1976 California Achievement. 



1 977 California Achievement - 



Growth- 



1976 Woodcock Reading Mastery Score 

1977 Woodcock Reading Mastery Score 

Growth 



Materials and Programs Used: 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 

Comments: 
Recommendations: 
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Marioa Shafer 
Remedial Reading 
1976-77 



V 

Appendix F 



REMEDIAL READING ^ TAPE EVALUATION 

Student ^ Teacher 



Please complete the following summary after listening to the September and May recordings. Mark 
''X" in the ^appropriate column. If an area does not apply, indicate this by NA. List any additional 
comments in the section following the evaluation. 



Rate: Speed for Total Passage 

Rate: Speed in Decoding 

Phrasing: Recognition of Punctuation 

Reversals: Errors in word or letter 
order 

Substitutions: Word Recognition . 
Repetitions: Repeating words 
Omissions: Leaving out words 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS: 



Signature of classroom teacher: 



Marked Slight No 

improvement Improvement > Improvement 



Return tape and completed form to Mariea Shafer by May 15. Thanks. 



STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT SCORES 



1976 r 1977 



Seventh grade 

1. 
2. 
3 . 
■ 4 . 
5. 
6. 
7. 



1976 



Eig grade 

8. ' 
9 . 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 



5.2 
5.8 



5.2 

5.3 

19/6 

6 . 0 

7 . 2 
5.7 

6 \8 
6.0 

6 ;o 

6.5 
5.6 



1977 

6.6 
6.9 
6.8 
8.1 
6.3 
6«. 0 
7.b 

1977 
8.3 

6.3 
7.7 
6.9 
8.2 
6^. 2 
9.S 



. Growth 

1.4 
1.1 



1.1 

2.5 

Growth 
2.3 

.6 

.9 
.9 

2.2 
. 3 
4.2 



Growth 1 . 5 
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CALIFORNIA ACHIEVEMENT SCORES 
Junior High 
1976 - 1977 



Seveath grade 1976 1977 Growth 

1. 5.7 6.8 1.1 

2. • 5.5 7.3 1.8 

3. - 6.6 

4. -6.9 

5. 5.8 5-9 .1 

6. ~ 6.8 - 

7. - - 6.8 . - 



1976 197 7 • G rowth 

6.6 

5.8 6.3 .5 

5.9 -6.1 .2 
5.8 6.3 .V 

8.0 
8.0 
7.3 
8.2 



Eighth grade 



8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 



Growth - . 7 
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WOODCOCK READING MASTER TEST 



Junior High 



1976 - 1977 



Seventh grade students 

1. 
2. , 
3. 
4 . 
5. 

6. i 
7. 



1976 

5.4 
6.3 
4.7 
5.1 
5.6 

5.4 



1977 

5.1 
6.3 
6.8 
5.4 
7.2 
6 . 8 
6.0 



Growth 

- .3 

0 

2.1 
.3 

* 1.6 
.6 



Eighth Grade students 

8. 
9 . 
10. 
11 . 
12. 
13. 
14 . 
15. 



1976 

'5.6 
6.0 
4.8 
7.5 
5.2 
5.b 
7.5 
6.0 



1977 

7.2 
10.0 
5.6 
6 . 3 
6.3 
8.6 
9.6 
7.5 



Growth 

1.6 
4.0 
.8 
- 1.2 
1.1 
3.0 
2.1 
1.5 



Average rate of growth 1.3 
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KINDERGARTEN LIPPINCOTT 


READING 


READINESS 


TEST 








Fall 


1976/77 












Acre 


Test 1 


Test 2 


Test 3 


^ Test 


4 Total 


L. 


V9 


25 


2b 


22 


26 


9y 


2 . 


b/9 




24 


23 


25 


9b 


'3. 


VI 


2 5 


24 


25 


24 


9b 


4. 


5/11 




26 


19 


25 

T 


96 


5. 


5/i 




^ U 


c, o 






\ 




26 


2b 


21 


21 


/ 94 


7- 


• 

5/5 


24 


20 " 


20 


, 26 


/ ^ 90 


8. 


b/5 


2 6 


2 J 

> 


23 


11/ 


89 


9. 


b/li 


2 6 


2 6 


2 b "^^^ 


1// 


. b? 


10. 


5/7 




25 


1 5 




87 


11. 






26 


20 


/ 


84 


12. 


' 5/10 


7 4 


1 24 


' 18 


18 


84 


13. _ 


5/9 


JL 


24 


lb 


18 


"81 


14. 


5/5 




22 


22 


13' 


80 


15. 


5 /IT 


1 7 


23 




19 


74 


16. 


5 


2 6 


20 


21 


8 


75 


17. 


■ 


2 5 


19 


17 


j.O 


71 


18. 


4/il 


IH * 

JU o 


24 


20 


7 


b9 


19. 


; 5/1 


2 s 


17 


20 


5 


67 


20. 


6/3 ■ 


2 i 


14 


16 ' ^ 


14 


65 


21-. 


6 


26 


18 


13 


7 


64 


22. , 


6/3 


22 


'15 


16 


11 


64 


23 . 


5/8 


25 


16 




.13 


63 


24. 


6/2 


2i 


16 


16 


8 


61 


2b. 


5/10 


16 


ly 


13 


b 


56 


26* 


b/li 


26 


13 


9 




5 3 


27. 


b/10 


2:2 


13 


8 


5 


48 


28. 


5/10 




JL u 


Q 


4 


4 8 


29. 


5/1 


22 


11 


9 


6 


48 


30. 


5/3 


15 


13 


11 


8 


47 ' 


31. 




16 


16 ^ 


14 


0 


46 
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Kinaergarten Lippincott Reading Readiness Test 

Spring ly76/77 



Age 



Test 1 



Test 2 



Test 3 



Test 4 



Total 



1- 

f) " 

[/ 4. 

' 5. 

'\ 

. 6. 
p 8. 



1^ 



12. 
13. 
14. 
15, 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22 ♦ 
23. 
24. 
25 . 
26. 

L 28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 
J2. 
Ij 33. 

ERIC 



26 


26 


26 


26 


104 


26 


26 


2b 


26 


104 


2b 


26 


26 


2b 


104 


25 


2b 


2 6 


26 


102 


26 


26 * 


26 


26 


104 


2b 


26 


25 


26 


103 


2'6 


26 


\26 


26 


* 104 


26 


25 


24 


26 


101 


26 


26 


26 


26 


104 


26 


26 


26 


26 


104 


2b 


,26 


26 


2b 


104 


26 


26 


25 


25 


102 


Withdrawn 








Absent 










26 


2b 


25 


26 


103 


2b 


25 


24 


2b . 


' 101 


25 


26 


26 


25 


102 


2£ 


26 


26 


26 


104 


< 

2b 


26 


26 


2b • 


102 


Withdrawn 








23 


^25 


2.1 


24 


93 


2b 


25 


26 


2b 


lOJ 


26 


ZS 


21 


23 


96 


2b 


26 


22 


24 


98 


26 


2b 




26 


102 


26 


24 


22 


26 


98 


25 


25 


25 


26 


101 


26 


23 


24 


26 


99 


25 


26 


26 


26 


103 


Withdrawn 








26 


25 


2b 


26 


103 




26 


26 


26 


104 


21- 


. 19 


16 


22 


78 



78 



82 



Spring 1976/77 (Cpnt.) 





Age 


Test 1 


Test 2 


Test 3 

- 


Test 4 


Tota 


34. 




ly 


17 


13 


4 


52 


3b. 




11 


13 


17 


17 


58 


36. 




25 


19 


15 


22 


82 


31 . 




23 


22 


24 


21 


90 


38. 


(not here in fall) 


26 


26 


26 


26 


104 


39. 


(not here in fall) 


26 


26 


' 26 


2.6 


104 


40. 


(not hbre in fall) 


26 


26 


26 


26 


104 


41 . 


(not here in fall) 


26 


26 


2b 


26 


J.03 


42. 


(fai*l score not valid^) 


26 


25 


25 


26 


102 


. 


(not here in fall) ^ 


25 


23 


24 


24 


96 


44. 


(not here in fall) 


26 


22 


21 


26 


95 


45. 


(absent) 


4 


0 


1 


0 


5 


46. 


(not here in fall) 


4 


5 


i 


0 


12 



#44 was gone 6 months. #35 was gone 8 months. #45, #46/ #34 are 
Special Education students who will be retained. #33/ #i6/ ^37 
were recommended for retention but parental consent has not been 
obtained. #21 has a speech problem and severe perceptual problem. 



